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CORONADO, CA., THURSDAY, MAY 20, 1999, 6:35 P. M

MR. COLLI NS: I'"d like to bring the RAB

meeting to order. Thanks, everybody, for com ng.

Toni ght the RAB is going to discuss,
ot her than the approval of the mnutes from March
and April, we're going to talk about the Federa
Facility Site Remedi ati on Agreement, the Site 5
Moni tored Natural Attenuation Study that was done
and the Time Critical Renoval Action -- we're going
to follow-up on that; and an update on Site 9 with
the soil vapor extraction steaminjection project;
and then scoot back to me, and we'll have a
presentation on the Interim Measures Assessment/
Current Conditions Report; and an update on the
Community Rel ations Plan; and we'll finish out the
meeting as normal then.

At this time I1'd like to go over the
m nutes for March 31st and see if we can get those
approved.

MR. MACH: | recall that the last time we

| ooked at the March meeting m nutes, Charles had one
qui ck comrment, but because they had been sent out so
| ate, everyone voted to put off the approval to this

mont h.
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MS. FARGO: | do have comments. |'ve | ooked
at them | just can't find them G ve me a second.
Does anybody el se have any coments?
MR. COLLI NS: Shoul d they halt the approval ?
MS. FARGO: Let's just nove on. Would it be
appropriate if | have things, | can mybe -- |
can't really add them once we've approved them can
| . " m sorry.
MS. HUNTER: Do you want to wait until the
end of the nmeeting and you can find your conmments?
MS. FARGO: Wuld you m nd doing that?
MR. COLLINS: We can do that.

In that case, let's move on to the

m nutes for the April 21 neeting.
MS. RI CH: | have a coment.
In reviewing them | just noticed that

page 3 that there were responses to Laura's
guestions but the questions aren't actually there,
so | would suggest maybe attaching the questions or
actually have the questions put on here.

MR. MACH: None of the questions were written
in the mnutes at all for any of them There were
SO0 many questions, the decision was made to just put
in the responses; and then if you want to go through

and see all the detail ed questions, you can read the
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transcript, because the transcript is put in the
i brary. Everyone can get a copy of that.
We're trying to keep the m nutes
somewhat brief and trying not to get over four
pages, and it woul d have doubled themto ei ght pages
to put all the questions in.
MS. FARGO: Laura, did you get a full copy of

the transcript --

MS. HUNTER: | did not.
MS. FARGO: -- because | probably didn't ask
the right questions, but | suggest that we forward

the full text up to you since it had both your
guestions and the answers.
Who woul d get that transcript to Laura?

MS. WANKI ER: It |ooks like both days are
avail abl e, December 1st and 2nd.

MR. MACH: | can get her a copy of it. W
normal |y get the transcript from Nancy to Debbi e and
t hen Debbie gets it to me, but for that particular
one | can get you a copy of it.

MS. FARGO: And we'll just do an extra one
for Laura.

MS. RICH: And does it say sonewhere in here
t hat that decision was made as far as the questions?

MR. MACH: I don't know.
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MS. RI CH: | don't remenber seeing it, but |
just thought it would be nice if it just stated
somewhere that we didn't put the questions in there.

MR. COLLINS: Why don't we have that entered,
and then we can tackle the May m nutes the next tine
we nmeet to approve them We can have a statenment
pl aced in there that --

MS. HUNTER: | guess the four page -- |
understand why you're trying to keep the mnutes to
a small number of pages; on the other hand, we want
it to be useful and make sense. So maybe in this
speci al case we could put the questions in and the
responses so that somebody reading that, it would
make sense in context; otherw se, it's not that
val uabl e or attach the relevant pages -- something
so that people don't have to go hunting around to
try to get information.

| think just the answers w thout the
gquestions -- | haven't read them so | don't know.

MRS. KAUPP: Maybe a way to solve the problem
is to do them back to back instead of single pages.

MR. COLLINS: Oh, print them double sided.
Does anyone - -

MR. MACH: Well, generally the m nutes are

supposed to be double sided anyway, and we were
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trying to keep it to four pages of text. I f you
want the questions in there, we can revise them and
put the questions in.

MS. HUNTER: Maybe in this case it makes nore
sense so when you're reading them you know what
you're | ooking at.

MR. MACH: If that's the only comment, then
we can probably approve themwi th the coment saying

they' re approved with the questions being added.

Okay.

MR. COLLI NS: I's that acceptable? And then
we will add them and get them out to everybody,;
right?

MR. MACH: Yes.

MR. COLLI NS: Okay. If no one objects, are
t here any other comments? The m nutes for April are

approved with that correction.

MS. HUNTER: I have to abstain. | wasn't
here.
MR. COLLINS: They're approved.
Movi ng along, it's nmy turn.
The next presentation that you're going
to see -- actually, the first presentation that

you're going to see is for the Federal Facility Site

Remedi ati on Agreenment that was signed between
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California DTSC and the Navy, and | have handouts on
the table for those that want to have a conplete set
of slides.

What | thought I'd do is just go through
t he basic sections of the agreenent. If you want to
see the entire agreenment, we have a copy in the
library that you can read.

As far as Section 1, it covers the
jurisdiction where both the state and the Navy
wanted to docunment for the record why they were
entering into this agreenent. For California, they
derive their authority through the Resource
Conservation & Recovery Act or RCRA, and al so
t hrough the California Health & Safety Code.

MS. HUNTER: Bill, that's the jurisdiction to
enter, but what's the answer to why the parties
wanted to enter into this agreenment?

MR. COLLI NS: Il will get to that.

For the Navy, the jurisdiction question
was answered by the Conprehensive Environnmental
Response & Liability Act better known as CERCLA; the
Nati onal Environmental Policy Act, NEPA; the Defense
Envi ronment al Restoration Program which we cal
DERP. We don't really use the termvery often; and

Executi ve Order 12580.
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HUNTER: VWhich is which one?

COLLI NS: The Executive Order?

» 3 0

HUNTER: Uh- - huh.

MR. COLLI NS: That's the one where the
Presi dent has deferred the authority given to him by
Congress to the Department of Defense to manage the
CERCLA sites.

Section 2 covers the Findings of Fact.
Now, sonme of this is just for |aw purposes.

No. 1, the Navy is the owner and
operator of the hazardous waste facility.

No. 2, the Navy was awarded a hazardous
waste facility permt Decenmber 21, 1989. lt's been
updated since then. The hazardous wastes have been
and continue to be released into the environnment.

In 1983 the Navy identified 12 hazardous
wast e di sposal sites.

In 1986 contam nati on was detected in
the ground or in the soil at the Industrial Waste
Treat ment Pl ant.

In 1984 we had installed wells at the
| ndustrial Waste Treatment Plant, and we had found
chl ori nated conpounds in the groundwater, and
they' ve been detected right up to the present, al so.

In 1989 DTSC went out to North I|Island
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and conducted a RCRA Facility Assessnent and checked
on chem cals or areas where chem cals may have been
rel eased into the environnment. As a result, DTSC
has concl uded that further investigation is
necessary. They concluded that hazardous waste have
m grated fromthe facility into the environment via
the soil and groundwater, and that contam nants
include VOCs, sem volatile organic compounds, heavy
met al s, petrol eum hydrocarbons, and PCBs.

There's a section on Determ nations,
which to most people wouldn't seemto be actually
too i mportant, but for purposes of the | aw, the
United States Department of the Navy is identified
as a person. The Naval Air Station North Island is
identified as a facility.

MS. HUNTER: Can | ask you a question about
t hat ?

MR. COLLI NS: Yes.

MS. HUNTER: So that means whenever they
refer to "facility,"” that's the entire base.

MR. COLLI NS: Correct.

MS. HUNTER: So the entire base is the
hazardous waste facility that's addressed in this.

MR. COLLI NS: For the purposes of corrective

action, it's the whol e base.
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MS. HUNTER: Right. Okay.

MR. COLLINS: And then the United States is
identified as the owner of a facility as defined in
CERCLA and as the owner or operator of a facility
under RCRA and the Health & Safety Code. This just
ties down the position of the U. S. Government in
relationship to the property and to the | aw.

Section 4 is the Purpose of this
Agr eement . One is to satisfy the Navy's corrective
action obligations required by the permt. Every
RCRA hazardous waste permt that's issued has
corrective action requirenments in them

It's also to resolve the litigation
bet ween the Navy and the state surroundi ng the
Corrective Action Order that was issued May 30,
1997. You'll remenber that the corrective action
requi rement fromthe permt was deferred by the
state to this Corrective Action Order. In that
order the Navy was given the option or allowed to
devel op a Federal Facility Site Remedi ation
Agreement with the state to conduct those corrective
action requirenents.

And the third thing is to coordinate
the Navy's satisfaction of its corrective action

obl i gations under RCRA and CERCLA. Both | aws
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12

require us to clean up the sites.

Scope of the Agreement. It's pretty
much the same. The agreement is to enable the
Navy to implement RCRA corrective action
obligations. The agreement extends to the entire
facility, fence line to fence line. Any corrective
action in progress at the time the agreement was
signed is incorporated into this agreenent. So all
of our past work that was going on for many years is
now under the same rules as the future work that
will come up.

Two slides on one here. Section 6 deals
wi t h RCRA/ CERCLA coordi nati on. It can be best
summari zed by saying that the Navy can discharge its
RCRA obligations through CERCLA response actions,
and also that the state will provide the necessary
oversight to make sure that we do it right.

Section 7 covers definitions so that
peopl e won't get confused, and this agreement uses
the definitions in the Health & Safety Code,
Chapters 6.5 and 6.8 of Division 20 unl ess otherw se
noted or defined. And there are other definitions
within the agreenment that have to be used.

Section 8 covers the Work To Be

Per f or med. In many ways it doesn't say a |ot, but
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it does say that the Navy shall performthe work
directed by DTSC in a manner and by due date
specified in the Site Managenent Pl an.

MS. HUNTER: Let me ask you a quick question
about that.

MR. COLLI NS: Sur e.

MS. HUNTER: So if there's a violation of
this FFSRA, is that also a violation of your
hazar dous waste permt?

MR. COLLINS: There is a ripple down effect.
| believe | cover that towards the end here.

MS. HUNTER: Okay.

MR. COLLI NS: Section 9, Project Managers,
just states that the Navy and DTSC will reach a
poi nt where one project manager is responsible for
overseeing and inplementation of this agreenment. For
the Navy that's me, and for DTSC at this time it's
Alice G meno, but Alice is |leaving and going on to
anot her job at DTSC, so Rafat Abbasi will end up
bei ng the project manager, the way | understand it.

Section 10 takes into account Document

Revi ew and Approval. This section establishes the
procedures that the parties will use to provide the
techni cal support, notice, review, coments, and

ot her responses regarding the work that we're doing
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out at the island. It also states that DTSC has the
approval authority over all draft/final documents.
That would include work plans and final reports,
closure reports. They get the final cut on it and
they |l et us know what they think, and then we work
to smooth it out.

Section 11 addresses Enmergenci es and
Renmoval Actions. It covers the discovery and
notification, what to do if we find something that
represents an emergency, who do we notify, how fast
do we have to notify them? It also addresses if the
state is out there and happens to see something that
appears to be an emergency and how fast they have to
act and what they have to do.

It discusses work stoppages. I f we have
a project going on and an emergency conmes up, we
m ght have to stop our work or a remedi al
i nvestigation or actually another renoval or
something to allow the emergency to be addressed.
This covers that, and it also defines the terms for
emergency, time critical and non-time critical
removal s.

"' m moving on to Section 12, Deadlines
and Site Management Pl an. In order to ensure that

the work gets done in a timely manner and a
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reasonabl e manner, DTSC and the Navy will|l devel op a
schedule. The Navy will agree to live up to the
schedule. The state will do its best to ensure that

their portions of the agreement with respect to the
schedul e, which comes down to their review times of
our reports, are timely and they get their work done
on time so that we can meet our schedule. This is
what it's all about.

And what we | ook at is the year that
we're in right now, the next year which is a budget
year, and then the planning year. Those projects
are pretty nmuch |ined out. In the past when | came
here and proposed what work we wanted to do in
future years and gave you the work that was going on
now plus two nmore years out, that's the idea of
this. And what we try to do then is set up a
reasonabl e schedule for getting that work done, and
then we try to | ook even farther out. W' re trying
to actually see to the end of the job and come up
with some schedul es.

The schedules that are in the early
years, these in particular, have deadlines which are
enforceable. The projects farther out are not
because we haven't gotten close enough to really

understand all the work that will be invol ved.
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These are the items that are consi dered
when devel oping the schedule and the Site Management
Pl an. First of all, it's relative risk, and then
potential or future use of the facility, ecol ogica
i mpacts, intrinsic value of the project, cost
effectiveness, regulatory requirements,
environmental justice, and finally actual and
anticipated funding |evels.

| believe at various times we've cone to
our RAB meetings and told you that Congress had
decided to cut our budget by 10 percent or 15
percent, and it's happened nore than once, but
that's why it's in there.

Section 13, | did not really give you
any bullets for this one. It's the budget and
devel opment of the Site Management Pl an section.
It's rather boring.

Section 14, the agreenent covers
submttals -- 1'll shorten it down here -- on
gquarterly reports and to report certification.
Report certification is a requirenment that the state
has to close out a site. Quarterly reports are the
responsibility of the Navy.

MS. HUNTER: Bill, on 13 these two things are

put together because you had to amend your Site
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Management Pl an based on a budget crunch. That's the

ki nd of Site Management Anmendnent they're talking

about ?
MR. COLLI NS: In 137
MS. HUNTER: Yeah.
MR. COLLI NS: 13 is --
MS. HUNTER: | mean, there m ght be a | ot of

reasons why you would want to amend the Site
Management Pl an.

MR. COLLI NS: Yeah.

MS. HUNTER: And all covered here are just
t he ones that would be budget driven.

MR. COLLI NS: Everyt hi ng would be covered
there for any reason at all in the devel opnent of
t he budget and amending the Site Managenment. It
could be a variety of reasons, and this just covers
what the process is to change it.

MS. HUNTER: Okay.

MR. COLLI NS: It's not supposed to be a
one-si ded amendment . It's supposed to be a
cooperative thing.

MS. HUNTER: But it covers any anmendnment even
if it's not a budget reason why you're amending it.

MR. COLLI NS: Correct.

Section 15 tal ks about the proposed
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contractor or consultant. All of the work has to be
conducted under a California professional engineer
or registered geologist. They want some quality
behi nd the work. They also expect that the
contractor has sonme technical experience. This is
so that we don't go out and just hire some little
fly-by-night company to come out to North Island and
do our environmental program when they really don't
know what the environment is besides maybe taking
out the trash on Thursday night, and they can
identify rock and soil and that's about it. W don't
want that guy.

Section 16 tal ks about quality
assurance, and this is for our data that we collect.
In the agreenment the Navy must use California
certified | abs wherever possible. Now, in the past

we have had circumstances where California has had

no certified |ab. In that case we will propose
something to the state and go through a -- not a
mni certification, but we will establish an

agreement to use certain |abs.
MS. FARGO: You mean they haven't had a
certified lab for a specific test or never?
MR. COLLI NS: For a specific test.

MS. FARGO:. Okay.
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MR. McCAULEY: \What kind of test is that,
Bill?

MR. COLLINS: A lot of marine tests, bioassay
type work. Some tests are very exotic and not every
| ab can afford to do it or would want to carry out
and go through the process, and some testing methods
are relatively new, but yet they're being proposed
by EPA.

MR. McCAULEY: You're talking the 1600
series EPA?

MR. COLLI NS: It could be normally any
chem cal series.

MR. McCAULEY: Okay.

MS. FARGO: But there is some quality
assurance if it's a lab by the state because
ot herwi se the data is usel ess.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah. Well, we work that out
ahead of time before we use the lab to establish
credibility.

MS. FARGO:. Okay.

MR. COLLINS: Section 17 and 18. 17 covers
t he sanpling and data/document availability. All of
the sampling results shall be submtted to DTSC. W
can't hide anything we find. If we go out and take

alittle sample over here, we can't choose to just
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exclude that fromthe report. That's not playing
fair.

And if the State decides they want to
come out and take duplicate sanmples while we're in
the field or they want to split the sanple, that's
okay. We're not going to interfere with that. And
then they take the sample and run it at their own
| aboratory and don't frequently tell us what the
results were.

The State Certification, the Navy shall
submt Cl oseout |Inspection Reports when we get to
the end of a project, and then the state is charged
with certifying those. If they don't agree with us,
then they tell us why, and we go back and we fill in
t he data, and then we ask for approval again.

Section 19 covers extensions. Basically
it says that the Navy may request schedul e
extensions for good cause. There are a | ot of
t hi ngs that are good causes. A lot of them are
covered by force majore.

MR. MACH: But the state may al so ask the
Navy for extensions.

MR. COLLINS: True. The state has in the
past at times asked the Navy for an extension.

Basically we try on a first draft of a
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report for a 60-day review period. That's what the
state says it wants. And then the Navy takes the
report back, fixes it up, and we resubmt; and on
the second review they have 30 days. Now, it is
concei vabl e that some of these reports m ght be so
thick that 60 days may not be reasonable nor 30. It
may be difficult, in which case generally the state
has actually asked for perm ssion to delay their
comments. They wouldn't really need to, but if they
take | onger than the agreed amount of time, then the
Navy schedule is also noved out to a set anmount of
time, too.

Under Force Majore, they're basically

t hings that we can't control. Acts of God, war,
fire, civil disturbance. | didn't |list every one of
themin there, as you can pretty much tell. A Iot

of these would either tie up the funding for other
pur poses or prevent you fromgetting to the site;
and the |last one |I've spoken about already.

Now, when people sign agreenents, they
generally agree. W have this in there to cover
both the state's concerns and the Navy's concerns
under RCRA and CERCLA, and we have dispute
resolutions. There are going to be some times when

we just don't agree, in which case it may be between
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the project managers we can't resolve the question.
No matter what we do, we just can't get an answer,
so we elevate it to the next |evel of supervisors,
and they try. And when that fails, it goes up
hi gher. And finally -- not finally, but locally it
ends up with a panel involving the Commandi ng
Officer of the installation, the branch chief of
DTSC, and another person trying to figure out what
to do, what's right in this case. s the state
right? 1s the Navy right? Or are they both wrong
or both right? What do we do? And it can go
hi gher. It can actually get to the point where they
sue us under the |law and then we counter sue. |
don't | ook forward to that happening, and | don't
really see it happening.

Ot her Claims, Section 22. The state is
not restricted to this agreement. The state can
t ake action under RCRA, CERCLA, state |aw, any other
environmental law really for matters not performed
under this agreement. This agreenment really takes
into account corrective action on the base. The
Navy can't say, well, this recent spill out here or
this other environmental violation or problem you
can't do it because it's not in this agreement. You

can't make us do it because this agreement takes
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into account

everything, and that's not really what it's set up
for. This is set up to manage corrective action.
This is not an "out" for the Navy to avoid conplying
with other | aws.

This section also takes into account
Nat ural Resources Cl ai ms.

Now, this section, Section 23, is really
for the state. DTSC can initiate any action or
pursue any | egal or equitable renmedy. DTSC reserves
all of its statutory and regul atory power and
aut hority. DTSC can di sapprove of any of our work;
can actually make us go back out to the field to do
it over again. They have the right to go out there
and do it thenselves if they choose, hire their
contractor and go out to North Island and do the
investigation and the cleanup, whatever, if
that's what they think it takes.

DTSC reserves the right to order the
Navy to stop work under this agreement until things
are straightened out, in which case then after that
problemis straightened out, then the agreement
woul d go back into effect where the work will be
condi ti oned.

This agreement by itself, this is not a

LEE & ASSOCI ATES




w N

(o2 I & 2 IR A

\‘

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

24

permt. Now, both parties reserve the right to
rai se or assert any defense that they m ght have
under the | aw also, so we can get in there and
argue. And a lot of this rolls around, like |I said,
into a dispute resolution where we just can't agree
on something. And we maintain that we have some
rights and DTSC says, well, they have certain rights
and obligations under the | aw, also.

MR. McCAULEY: Bill, in the past have you had
di sputes with DTSC?

MR. COLLI NS: Not hing in the |ast few years.

MS. HUNTER: Yeah, over the Corrective Action
Or der.

MR. BILLS: \Which one?

MS. HUNTER: Didn't you have |ike a major
di spute over the Corrective Action Order?

MR. COLLINS: Yeah. That would be one.
HUNTER: That was a lawsuit, | think.

Mc CAULEY: Just curi ous.

» 3 B

COLLI NS: But that was settl ed.

Section 24, Real Property Transfer. I
don't see this happening too soon at North Island,
but if the Navy was going to sell off the |and out
here or lease it out, we would have to give 90-day

notice to the state before we could do it.
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Section 25 covers the state. The state
must conply with CEQA

Permts. This is a little |Iong. Now,

t he Navy has been granted a RCRA permt to operate
the plant at North Island. Also, it has the
corrective action requirement in it. This agreement
supersedes the requirements of the Corrective Action
Order which superseded the requirements that were in
the permt. So it had a ripple down effect, and
here we are now using the agreement to satisfy the
requi rements of the permt itself.

No permt or permt modification is
required for the activities under this agreenent,
especially those here where there's a RAP or ROD
signed by DTSC.

MS. HUNTER: You mean by that that no permt
modi fication of your existing haz waste permt is
needed to do this.

MR. COLLI NS: Correct.

MS. HUNTER: You al so nean for this one and
t he next one that you don't need to get any
permt -- any other permt |like an air permt or --

MR. COLLINS: Correct. For the second bull et
we woul d not have to modify the permt to clean up a

site. The third bullet, we don't have to get an air
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permt or a water permt or permts fromthe corps
to conplete our actions under CERCLA, and the state
has agreed to that. That's in the |aw.

MR. MACH: But we already didn't need them
under CERCLA.

MS. HUNTER: But it still seems really bad
that if you have a remediation that's going to emt
a lot of air pollution, then you should have to have
an air permt.

MR. COLLINS: Well, we do handle that by
treating all of those |laws as ARARs -- renmenber,
applicable or appropriate and relevant | aws so they
have requirements in there, and we roll all the
substantive portions of those laws into our plans
for the cleanup so that we neet the substance of
what woul d have been required under the permt. W
just don't fill out the paperwork.

MS. HUNTER: So you have to conply with the
ARARs, even though you don't have to get a permt.

MR. COLLI NS: Al'l the tinme. It just cuts
some of the paperwork out. That's all.

Now, if for some reason we had to treat
the waste off site, then we would have to get a
permt, and we would notify DTSC of that.

Conpliance with applicable laws. This
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agreement shall not relieve the Navy of its

obligation to conply with -- and | was hopi ng Raf at
woul d be here -- but the hazardous waste cleanup
law? | don't know. We don't use that term

MS. HUNTER: That would be too descriptive,
Bill, if that were really what it was.

MS. RI CH: | think it's control. | think
it's Hazardous Waste Control Law.

MR. COLLINS: Very good.

MS. RI CH: | believe.

MR. COLLINS: There are parts of these | aws
that we just can't go out and ignore them

MS. RI CH: Because in EPA there's a Hazardous
Waste Control account, so that's why | think that
maybe the "L" is |aw.

MR. COLLI NS: Okay. | believe you.

Section 28 covers access to the base.

The Navy agrees to provide DTSC with access at al
reasonable times. The state has agreed to give us
24 hours. So they just don't show up at the gate
and say "Okay. W want to go out here." They can,
but we don't have to let themin for that. We may
have to say "Come back tonmorrow. "

MS. HUNTER: This, however, would not apply

to inspections of the haz waste facility; right?
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MR. COLLINS: Correct. Because that's
covered under --

MS. HUNTER: The permt.

MR. COLLI NS: Correct. Yes.

But normally if an inspection is done
out there, they call ahead a day or two and let them
know that they're com ng out, just to be polite.

These slides get smaller so they get
qui cker.

Enforceability. The state can enforce
all the deadli nes.

Record preservation. W agree to keep
all the records during the job and for another ten
years after a particular project is term nated. |
for some reason we choose not to keep the records
after that date, DTSC wants to have first dibs on
them We have some requirements under CERCLA to
keep records for upwards of 50 years, though. The
documents will be stored in a central |ocation. W
have our Adm nistrative Record downtown. That's
where we store our records.

"1l tell you what, these get tiny, and
they're tiny for a reason. Actually, they're very
short sections and they're boring.

Notice to the contractors. We hire a
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contractor. We give them a copy of the agreenment.
The one thing | have to figure out is if it's al
prime contractors and how big a contract does it
need.

Modi fication. The terms that the Navy
and DTSC should go through to modify this agreenent.

Section 33 Term nation. This agreement
is termnated when the Navy has all of the
groundwater, the soil cleaned up to the satisfaction
of the state or we can termnate it by ourselves.
We can just say "We want out of this agreenment,”
give 90 days notice, or the state can say "This
agreement isn't working" and give us 90 days notice
and then it's over with, and then we fall back to
the Corrective Action Order. There really is no
"out" for cleaning up this place. We have to do it.

The effective date was the date when
bot h people signed it. That was January 13th.

Notification just tells the state where
to mail the docunents, and it tells the Navy where
to mail the documents.

We have the Rel ease of Records. The
state can ask for anything to be released to them
t hat m ght have environnmental information on it.

Some of it is protected, in which case the Navy --
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t he federal governnment doesn't have to, in which
case when we tell them why, they can petition
t hrough ot her channels to get it, but we don't have
to give it to themdirectly, and it's not covered by
di spute resol ution.

Public participation is required. It
al ways was required under RCRA, and it's required
under CERCLA, so this is pretty much what we're
doi ng now.

State support. The Navy actually -- we
agree to pay them out of our Defense State
Memor andum of Agreement account, and we negoti ate
every year with the state as to what we think we
shoul d pay them and they, of course, counter with
what they think we should pay them

And the last five items, severability of
a portion of this agreement is illegal. It doesn't
mean that the rest of the agreement isn't |egal.

| nt egration covers how we're going to
behave with each other and tells us that we can't
amend, supplement or nodify except as provided in
t he agreenent.

Section headings. This covers that and
says it's just for the convenience.

Attachments. There's sonme attachnents
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toit, one that lists all the SWWJs, all the solid
wast e management units.
And the authority, two people, John
Scandura from DTSC, and Elsie Munsell, fromthe
Department of the Navy.
That's pretty much it. Did that take up
t he whole half hour?
MS. FARGO: How | ong is the full agreenent --
how many pages about?
MR. COLLI NS: 50, maybe.
MS. FARGO: s it avail abl e?
MR. COLLI NS: [t'"s in the library.
MS. HUNTER: | have a couple of questions. Go
ahead, Marilyn.
MS. FI ELD: Bill, two questions. \What was
the litigation about that this was designed to
resol ve?
MR. COLLINS: We challenged the state's
authority to issue a Corrective Action Order.
That's the litigation. Not hi ng nore than that.
They issued an order, and we felt that
t hey should go through RCRA, through the permt to
have us do the corrective action and not through
this Corrective Action Order, so we chall enged them

on it. And then they agreed, well, let's sit down
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and tal k about it all.

MS. FI ELD: I"msorry. You felt it should go
t hrough the permt process? | thought this was
RCRA.

MR. COLLI NS: No. The RCRA hazardous waste
facility permt has a corrective action elenment in
it -- and if you have a copy of the permt, it's on
the | ast page -- and it says that you have to go in
and investigate and clean up your old hazardous
waste sites or any place that they think may have
had hazardous waste di sposed or a hazardous
constituent. And what the state did was say "Okay.
We don't want to put this into the permt per se."
So they put in a note there and said that they
deferred all of those requirenments to a Corrective
Action Order, which turned out to have the sane
power, the same authority, the same amount of work
and requirements to do this corrective action work.
And one of the lines in there was that the Navy
could work out a federal or an FFSRA. We could work
out an agreement to do the work. We wouldn't have
to stick with the order per se.

So we disputed the whole order. W
didn't think that they had the authority to issue

the order. They had the authority to nmake us do the
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wor k under RCRA through the permt. W just didn't
think that they had the authority to issue a
Corrective Action Order to make it happen.

MS. FI ELD: Why did DTSC want to do it that
way ?

MR. COLLINS: You know, | can't really tell
you why they did. DTSC woul d have to tell you. I
think it just made it easier to manage the whole
permt issue.

Do you remember? That was pretty big
t hen.

MS. HUNTER: The reason | heard why they
wanted to do it that way, not that | can speak for
DTSC either, but that when it was in -- this was the
only reason -- well, whatever -- what | was told is
that if it was in the permt, it was handl ed by
permtting in DTSC, and perm tting people are not
t he cl eanup people. The site remedi ation people who
were doing the Corrective Action Order, you would
have your Rafats and Alices working on it who do
site remedi ation, not permt writing. And
hopefully, we're keeping the site remedi ati on people
on the job by having that FFSRA.

MR. COLLI NS: Yes.

MS. HUNTER: Does that make sense?
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MR. COLLI NS: I think that is a good
reason -- one good reason why it happened. But
prior to that, they had an internal office agreement
bet ween permtting and site remedi ati on. Because
the permtting people are not famliar with it, they
farmed that work out to the office across the hall.

MS. RICH: And, unfortunately, Rafat wasn't
able to make it tonight and I'm new to the project,
but I will definitely forward that to him and have
hi m come back with the answer to that.

MR. COLLINS: There may be anot her reason,
but it hasn't been given to us.

MS. FI ELD: | had anot her questi on.

Under Section 13, the Budget Devel opment
of the Managenent Site Plan, | was interested in the
budget devel opnment process. As you tal ked about,
someti mes you have noney cutbacks and they may
i mpi nge on your budget, but how do you work out an
accept abl e budget between you and DTSC for cleanup?

MR. COLLI NS: First, we pick the projects
t hat we think should go forward. Generally, if a
cl eanup project is in process right now for remedi al
action or interimrenmoval action is going on on the
site, those projects get funded first every year. We

keep the cl eanups goi ng on.
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Then there's another set of criteria for
projects after that, and that really comes down to
risk. We try to put the noney where the real
problems are. So rather than go out and investigate
alittle park where somebody thought sonmething was
spilled 20 years ago versus going out to Site 9 and
actually doing sonething and finding it and getting
somet hing cl eaned up, we go to where the risk really
i S.

And then you have a second tier of sites
where there's less risk but there is still a need to
know what's out there or to evaluate them and we
try then to filter those in. And we know that the
federal budget, as far as the environnmental
restoration goes, has a cap on it. And we

anticipate that in our office in Southwest Division
that we will have approximately $55 mllion a year
to manage that program for approximtely 30 sone
bases. And everybody's got problenms, and everybody
t hi nks that their community and their base needs the
money nmore than the other guy.

Basically over the past several years
North |Island had been getting 7 and a half, eight
and a half mllion dollars. So we know about what

we're going to get, and we can evaluate the projects
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we want, and based on what we've done in the past,
we can come up with a dollar value for what they're
worth, and then we just back them down, and finally
we end up at zero. And then projects after that we
try to move themto the next year, the follow ng
year, so that's pretty nmuch it.

MS. FIELD: Well, | can see how there could
be a di spute about whether you had the funds to do
what DTSC t hought ought to be done, and if that
shoul d happen that you didn't have the funds in your
budget, how do you work things out like that? 1Is
t hat what this provision deals with?

MR. COLLINS: That's part of it. We would,
like | said, try to get the jobs done with the
cl eanups that are already in progress, not stop
them keep them going, and then spend the noney at
what ever happens to be the worst site that's still
being i nvestigated or getting ready for cleanup.

And eventually we're going to run out of
nmoney. We can't do everything that everybody wants
every year. | f they gave us nmore noney, we coul d,
but we would take it away from maybe Barstow or Canp
Pendl et on or sonebody else. And you know that they
woul d be saying something pretty soon -- the

communities up there would say somet hing.
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MS. PARKER: Do you want to just mention,

t hough, the site managenent plan? That's probably
t he next step.

MR. COLLI NS: "1l get to that. It will be
in my next topic.

MS. HUNTER: So if there's a violation of the
FFSRA, what's that a violation of? The agreement?
Your haz waste permt? CERCLA? RCRA?

MR. COLLI NS: It's a violation of the
agreement first. We try to resolve it right here in
t he agreenent.

MS. HUNTER: I's anything in the agreement
that says if you violate it, it's X thousand doll ars
a day or it --

MR. COLLI NS: No.

MS. HUNTER: So there's no fines.

So it's not a violation of your permt
if you violate your cleanup schedule. That's how it
was -- it was a violation when it was in the permt.
So that's different; is that right?

MR. COLLINS: And actually, it never came up,
t hough.

MS. HUNTER: But theoretically, if there was
a violation under the old way, a cleanup, you would

violate it.
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MR. COLLINS: They could wite us a letter
and threaten us with fines or elimnating the
permt. |f we cause themgrief and fail to do
what's in the agreenment and what we've got in our
site managenment plan, what we budgeted for it, we
just fail to do that work, this agreement wll be
over and we will fall back into the Corrective
Action Order where --

MS. HUNTER: No. It would be a violation of
t he agreenent. It's not over unless DTSC says
"Okay. All bets are off."

MR. COLLI NS: It will come to an end. I
woul d have that feeling.

MS. HUNTER: And then it would go back to
corrective action which would be back in litigation
because that was never resolved or was that?

MR. COLLINS: Well, the agreenment | think
resolved part of it.

MS. HUNTER: Well, if the agreenent's gone,
then --

MR. COLLI NS: Then we woul d go back and hash
t hat over again.

MS. HUNTER: The other thing --

MR. COLLI NS: In any case, the permt would -

- they'd fall back on the permt.
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MS. HUNTER: So all of the corrective action
wor k would fall back into the permt, and then --
okay.

And is there anything in there that you
can't use contractors that are in violation of
hazardous waste laws or |'m thinking of SAIC that
violated -- gave false information to EPA.

Is there any Iimt on what Kkind of
contractors you can hire, if they have thent?

MR. COLLI NS: Not specifically, no.

MS. HUNTER: | guess that's input 1'd like to
give to DTSC that there should be something in the
agreement that we don't want to have the Navy hiring
repeat violators to do work.

MRS. KAUPP: " m curious to know with all the
cl eanup activity at North Island why it wasn't
classified a Superfund site.

MR. COLLINS: That's an EPA decision, and |
bel i eve DTSC -- California as a whole, DTSC has had
something to say to EPA about that, but we weren't
told any of it.

MS. RICH: And actually, that would be USEPA.
They're the ones that handle that. They're the ones
t hat make that determ nation, not state EPA.

MR. COLLI NS: I think the state did discuss
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it with them and the state convinced them that they
could do the job.

MR. McCAULEY: That's a difficult thing to
get on the NPL.

MS. HUNTER: Well, nmy understanding is that
we met all the criteria to be an NPL site. It was
ready to happen, and the governor and the state and
Mayor Gol ding were part of this panel that deci ded
they didn't want any nore NPL sites in California
because it was bad for our image, and therefore it
didn't get added. So it was political for some
reason, not a factual determ nation.

MR. COLLINS: W weren't privy to that.

MRS. KAUPP: Then the second part of ny
guestion was if it was |listed as a Superfund site,
woul d North Island get a bigger chunk of noney for
cl eanup activities instead of the 7 percent?

MR. COLLI NS: Not really, no. Because
actually EPA and DTSC and the Water Board, they've
all decided that rather than devote the npney just
to NPL sites, to spread it around where the risk is
present. So if we were NPL, we wouldn't necessarily
get any more money.

lt's not really a bonus anynore. It used to be

the NPL bases got the lion's share of the noney, and
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all the other bases tried to get by on a mllion
bucks a year, and it was horrible. That was a
problem here in North Island. W were getting a
mllion bucks a year until that agreement was made,
and then all of a sudden we got a | ot of nopney
because ri sk counted. It counted nmore than just
bei ng NPL. Okay?

Next is Mark.

MR. BONSAVAGE: Recently we finished a study
t hat was called the Evaluation of Monitored Natura
Attenuation of Groundwater at Site 5.

Recently the activity of studying the
chem cals in the water rather than just going out
and i medi ately cleaning up has becone a trend that
possibly if we just | eave the materials there,
they'll naturally degrade. And to make this work,
you really have to | ook at everything that's going
on in the groundwater to make sure that it's not
going off the site. And that's what we did at this
site. It's actually one of the first -- | believe
one of the first Navy sites that did a study |ike
t his.

We hired a contractor called Parsons
Engi neering, and what they did is basically study

t he groundwater out at Site 5 for four quarters.
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They measured the volatile organic compounds, and

t hey al so nmeasured the other chem cal parameters of
the water that would contribute to the chem cals
naturally attenuating over time, and we wanted to
see if this was really taking place out here.

Everyone has a map, and you can al so
| ook up here. The oval teardrops are basically the
VOCs out at Site 5. And fromthis report what we
determned is that the natural attenuation is taking
pl ace, but it's taking place slowly. And in order
for us to meet our cleanup goals or our cleanup
| evel that we set for this site, it would take I
think it's 60 to 78 years.

So we thought that even though nonitored
natural attenuation would work, that this materi al
really is not going off the site; that 60 to 78
years is too long to wait for all of this materi al
to go away; so we thought that the best thing to do
was to go out and do a renoval action.

And al so as part of this, we didn't want
to just ignore everything that we found out during
this study, so we wanted to see what technol ogies
woul d actually work well with nonitored natural
attenuation after you went out and did a cleanup

because even if you do a cleanup, you're still going

LEE & ASSOCI ATES




A O wWN

ol

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

43

to be -- the edges of the plume or there's going to
be areas that you don't quite get everything, so
you're still going to have to nonitor the site a
little bit.

So we put together a table of
technol ogies just to start off, which I identify
technol ogies that if you went out and did this
natural attenuation as the next step, it's a good
st ep.

So this report is actually -- it gets
into a |lot of detail in the water chem stry, and
it's actually nore conplicated than advanced bi ol ogy
and chem stry. lt's pretty advanced. Even |
stumbl e on some of this stuff.

But in the end it says that this is
taking place at the site. | don't want to take up
too nmuch time because Rich needs some tine.

But if you'll |l ook at the maps, this map
here, you can basically see the dates of October
'97, January '98, April '98, and July '98 that
really this plume is not really going anywhere over
time. It's actually decreasing a little bit by
July. The two bl ocks are the pits or where the VOCs
wer e dunped.

And if you | ook at the other figure,
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this one, you can see sone of the concentrations we
have out there where Monitoring Well 21, you have
DCE at 550, 000 parts per billion. That's pretty

hi gh, 550, 000. W used 3.2 parts per

billion for total VOCs as our cleanup goal to run

t he model, and 550,000 is quite a bit above it.

MR. McCAULEY: So you're going to let this
stuff naturally attenuate?

MR. BONSAVAGE: No. What we decided that 60
to 78 years is too long to just let this materi al
naturally attenuate; that we wanted to do sonmet hi ng
now. There's also concern at the site because
there's vinyl chloride, which there's a concern that
vinyl chloride m ght actually mgrate up through the
soil, so we wanted to do something quickly at this
Site.

MR. COLLI NS: You'll notice that the plune is
near the slough, the little blue finger that goes in
there; and there was sonme concern by some people
that the flow, because of the irrigation of the golf
course, mght be to the slough and then the
chem cals would wash out and people m ght be exposed
to that when they play golf.

Al t hough the studies that we've done

show t hat generally the flow of groundwater is to
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the northwest or to the west from here instead of
directly south into the slough, conditions could
change for one reason or another in certain years,
and it just makes sense to go at this stuff to get
it cleaned up.

MR. McCAULEY: Okay.

MR. BONSAVAGE: One other thing before | turn
it over to Rich is that we put together a table.
When we first -- what we did is we plugged this into
a conputer program called Bioscreen where it takes
into consideration all of your water chem stry
parameters and it basically tells you -- shows you
how the plume will shrink over the years,
considering all the factors that make the VOCs
naturally attenuate.

And when we first ran the nodel, we came
up with some outrageous nunber |ike 600 years, but
what we found is that the model automatically
assumed that you're cleaning up to zero, which takes
a very long time to reach zero.

So keeping that in mnd, | thought,
"Well, we need to, nunber one, set a cleanup |evel
which we set at 3.2 mcrograns for total VOCs.

And | also wanted to see that "Well, if

it's going to take that long, let's look at it after
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20 years how far along are we; then after 40 years
how far along are we. And what we actually found is
that after 20 years, about 95 percent of the
chem cal s have attenuated; and after 40 years you're
up around 99 percent. So those |ast 20 years you're
actually only going to reduce about 1 percent.
But even at 90 -- you know, we're in the
90 percent after 40 years, we thought that
mai ntaining it and monitoring it would be too much,
that we're better off going in and reducing these
hi gh | evel s of contam nant areas.
So this is the report that will come

out . It's actually in the mail. | just sent it out
in the mail today, and we'll put one in the library,
and you can -- it's actually basically a textbook on
natural attenuation. If you want to | earn about
moni t ored natural attenuation, you can actually
learn it fromreading this report.

MRS. KAUPP: Can you orient me to where on
the base this site is |ocated?

MR. BONSAVAGE: You can see on the map a
little bit. Ri ght here is Coronado. Here's the
t eardr op.

MRS. KAUPP: So is that site close to the

north beach stormdrain outfall?
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MR. BONSAVAGE: ' m not sure what the north
beach storm drain outfall is. Ri ght here?

MR. MACH: Yes. That's the outfall right
t here.

MRS. KAUPP: And could that site be | eaching
mat eri al s or whatever into the stormdrain outfall?

MR. MACH: No.

MR. BONSAVAGE: No. We've got nonitoring
wells close to -- you can see all these circles --
so we've basically got this plume surrounded with
moni toring wells, and we know that it's going in one
direction and it's going slow

MS. FIELD: W thout having read that book,
and the answer to this question is undoubtedly in
t hat book, and when you tal k about this stuff
attenuating naturally, where is it going? |Is it
going into the air? |Is it flowing into the ground?
s it changi ng?

MR. BONSAVAGE: Well, 1I'Il give you the
t ext book definition. Attenuation includes
bi odegradati on, hydrolysis, dispersion, dilution,
adsor ption. So what does that mean?

No. It basically -- the chem stry of
it's changing. So | would say no, it's not going

into the air. It's basically changing -- the
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chem stry of the chemcals are changing in the
water, and it is diluting too. It's in a | arge body
of water, and the concentrations will just decrease
naturally by spreading out in the water.

MS. FI ELD: So that's the dilution and the
di spersed systent?

MR. BONSAVAGE: Dilution and di spersion are
smal | . They're parts of natural attenuation, yes.

MS. FI ELD: So that's what's been happening
over time?

MR. BONSAVAGE: Well, | would say that's only
a small part of what's happening. It's nostly
bi odegradation is where you have hydrolysis, where
you actually have a breakdown of the chem cals, but
to a small degree you al so have dilution

MR. MACH: Basically the chem cals that were
di sposed of here were TCE and PCE, the
trichloroethene and the tetrachl oroethene. And you
see on the map that Mark's tal king about, the
hi ghest hits are dichl oroethene and vinyl chloride,
which is the same as nmonoet hene.

So essentially what you' ve got, you're

going from four and three chlorine ions on the
chem cals down to two and then down to one, and

eventually that |ast one pops off and you're down to
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et hene, and then that is |ike a petroleumtype
product that easily goes down to H20, which is
wat er .

So the adsorption and di spersion and all
t hat happens very early in the plume, and if that
were all that was going on, then you would see high
| evel s of TCE and PCE, but you don't. You're seeing
hi gh | evels of DCE and vinyl chloride which is
sayi ng that biodegradation is happening. It's
reducing the chlorines on these chem cal s.
Unfortunately, it makes them nmore toxic. But
eventually once it gets past vinyl chloride down to
et hene, then its way | ess toxic.

MS. FI ELD: It's toxic in the sense that
you'd have to come in contact with it to be toxic?

MR. MACH: Ri ght.

MR. BONSAVAGE: But at a different
concentration.

MR. MACH: The cleanup |level for vinyl
chloride or DCE is |lower than it is for TCE or PCE.
Mar k' s tal king about 3.2 for DCE. The cl eanup
| evel s using the same standard, which are the Ocean
Pl an or the Bays and Estuary standard, had 3.2 for
DCE and 92 for TCE.

So you've got over --
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MS. FI ELD: 92 what? 92 percent?

MR. MACH: Parts per billion. So it's an
order of magnitude difference.

MR. BONSAVAGE: And you can see with the
wells on this figure, the wells that we have placed
all around, you actually have wells on this side of
it with non-detects and your detection |imts are
down well into the parts per billion, so it's well
bel ow t hat . You know that it's not -- and when you
think it m ght be diluting and going off to the
side, well, no. You really know that it's going in
this direction, and it's not at these very | ow
detection limts anywhere around this area.

So to a certain extent the
concentrations decrease in all directions, but
mostly here's where your source is, and you know the
water flows this way, and this is basically where
t he contam nants are.

MS. FI ELD: Have you figured out how you're
going to do the renoval action yet?

MR. BONSAVAGE: Rich is going to talk about
t hat next.

MR. MACH: "' m next.

MR. COLLINS: Are you done, Mark, then? Then

we'll have Rich get up and tell us all about the

LEE & ASSOCI ATES




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

51

removal .

MR. BONSAVAGE: Anything el se?

MR. KAUPP: Yeah. | wanted to ask do you
ever think of having somebody at your site and
measure the rates of bacterial degradation directly?
| mean not mathematically, but actually --

MR. MACH: You nean bacterial count?

MR. KAUPP: No, no. | mean actually measure
the transformati on product and isotope enrichment.

MR. BONSAVAGE: W th what enrichment?

MR. KAUPP: | sot ope enrichment.

MR. BONSAVAGE: No.

MR. MACH: I wasn't involved in the whole
setup of how that study went on. "' m not sure
exactly what the parameters were.

M chael Pound, who's in our tech group
and has been here a few times, could probably answer
that a | ot better.

MR. BONSAVAGE: In here they get into a
little bit on how the conpounds are changi ng, but
you really only have a year snapshot, so | don't
know if you can tell froma year, four quarters,
what the process is.

MR. MACH: Basically it's |looking at a | ot of

trends, a |l ot of studies done by Todd Weidemeyer in
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| ooki ng at what happens to your dissolved phase and
your nitrogen and oxygen and C02, all of those
trends going up and down to show what sort of
degradation i s happening.

MR. BONSAVAGE: | don't know how invol ved
i sotope analysis is.

MR. LOCKE: Are you talking a tracer so you
can follow it?

MR. KAUPP: No. " mtal king about stable
i sotope, | ooking at actual isotope enrichment
compounds, biological transformation.

MR. BONSAVAGE: No. We just measured certain
chem cal s and watched how they changed.

MR. KAUPP: You' re specul ating on the basis
of mat hematics?

MR. BONSAVAGE: Uh- - huh.

MR. McCAULEY: How nmuch would it cost to do
something |ike that?

MR. KAUPP: It depends on who you hire. But
it could be -- actually, the technology -- did you
go the conference at the Sheraton several weeks ago?

MR. BONSAVAGE: The Battelle conference?

MR. KAUPP: Yes.

MR. BONSAVAGE: No.

MR. KAUPP: There was actually a series of
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presentations there, but there was one that actually
showed how to go from start to finish

And | don't know how much it would cost,
but just thousands.

MS. FARGO: Sandy, are you going to be
review ng the report and giving any public comments
because that m ght be very appropriate and make that
exact recommendati on, whatever.

MR. KAUPP: Sur e. l'I'l ook at it.

MR. COLLI NS: If there are no ot her
guestions, then Rich will proceed with the second
hal f .

MR. BONSAVAGE: Actually, | put a 30-day
review on this because it's not actually a decision
docunent . It's a study. So | wanted the review to
go faster. If you're going to |look at it and
comment on it --

MR. KAUPP: Do it quick

MR. BONSAVAGE: Yeah.

MR. MACH: | really don't have any over heads.
We can just |leave this up. There are two handouts
in the back. Hopeful ly, you got them One's a
qui ck snapshot schedule as to where the project's
goi ng; and the other one is a matrix showi ng all the

different technol ogies that we are | ooking at for
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this site.

Li ke Mark said, natural attenuation is
happeni ng. If you talk to M chael Pound, he says
it's the nost ideal site you could ever | ook at for
natural attenuation; however, the cost that would go
into to do the nmonitoring of this monitored natural
attenuation for the 60 to 78 years that Mark's
tal king about is most likely going to be nmore costly
in the long run than it is to go in there and try to
do some source renoval, remove the hot spots that
we're tal king about, and then the | ower end of the
pl ume naturally degrade.

So we've | ooked at a whol e bunch of
technol ogi es on here, and you can see all the ones
com ng down in the purple. It's | ooking at
different types of scenari os.

Ex situ would remove the stuff fromthe
ground and then treat it above ground; no action
alternative, which has to be evaluated for al
actions; and then in situ, doing sonmething wthin
t he ground.

The only ones that are really viable
options are something in situ and, of course, no
action alternative. This is going to be a time

critical renmoval action, not a non-time critical, so
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we're not going to do an EE/ CA. We're only going to
do an Action Memorandum

There's about six technologies in green
here that you can see. Those will be further
evaluated in the Action Memorandum and then a final
decision will be made as to which technology we're
going to proceed with. W're nmost |ikely going to
go with some sort of chem cal oxidation, either the
Fenton's Reagent or the potassium pernmanganat e,
whi ch are both on here. Those work very quickly.
You punp sone of these chem cals down. They oxidize
the chem cals very fast, turn theminto CO2 and
wat er, and you're done.

There's been a | ot of work done on this
on the East Coast at the Southern Division. And if
you recall, Tamara Niles when she was here review ng
Site 9, had actually recommended injection of
hydr ogen peroxi de. Fenton's reagent is hydrogen
peroxide with Iron Il as well m xed in there.

So we're | ooking at those two chem cal s,
and we're | ooking at having an Action Memorandum and
a draft work plan out for review in the July time
frame; and that is in accordance with the dates that
are established in the FFSRA as to how | ong we have

fromthe time we start our planning process to when
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we have to get something out for review, and then
the CEQA will conme shortly thereafter.

MS. FI ELD: " m puzzled why this is a time
critical action. Hasn't the stuff been there for a
long time and is it inmmediately -- | thought that
time critical were for things that were i medi ately
hazar dous.

MR. MACH: No. An emergency renopval action
is for something that is an inmm nent threat |iKke
you're tal king about. The difference between a tine
critical and a non-time critical has nothing to do
with the seriousness of the contam nation. It has
to do with how long it's going to take you to get
your deci sion documents and planni ng done and get
into the field and start to work.

| f you can get all of your planning done
in six months or less, it's time critical; and if
it's going to take you more than six months, then
it's non-time critical and you have to do an EE/ CA
SO you can better evaluate the technol ogies and do a
different sort of planning.

I n our opinion, this is an easy decision
to make to go out there and do source reduction.
Chem cal oxidation, like | said, is my hunch as to

what's going to be chosen for this, and we can get
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t he planning documents done in six nonths, so that's
why it's time critical.

That was about all | had planned to say
on Site 5. If there are no other questions, [|']
jump into Site 9 real quick

| am next, right?

MR. COLLINS: Yes, you are.

MR. MACH: There's another yell ow handout in
the back. This is very simlar to the handout
that's been given out at the |ast two RAB neetings
for the work out at Site 9. This is just updated
fromthe |last tinme.

| know that Merry Coons from OHM gave a
presentation as to exactly what we plan on doing out
there with the enhancement of the soil vapor
extraction systemwith steaminjection and free
product recovery.

Basically what this schedule is show ng
you is that we have installed nost of the pil ot
study, a portion of this project. W' ve got the
wells install ed. We' ve got the piping for the free
product recovery installed. And the free product
recovery was supposed to start today, and |I'm not
sure if they actually turned that on today or if

it's going to be tomorrow or Monday that it actually
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gets turned on. And then that will go for about 20
to 30 days of just skimm ng off the product to see
how fast the recovery is, how much we can get off.

And then after 20 or 30 days, we're
going to start up the steaminjection, start punping
steam down there at about 200 degrees Fahrenheit.
It's anticipated it will take about 60 days to
actually heat up the entire subsurface to about 195
degrees. We'll be having the soil vapor extraction
system on at that time because as it's heating up,
we're going to want to be sucking off everything
that's volatilizing; and then we'll run that for
about another 30 days or so after the entire system
is heated up to see what our radius of influence is
for our steaminjection, what it is for our soi
vapor extraction so that when we cone to the

full-scale design, we can optim ze exactly where the

wells will be going.
So the revised work plan that will be
comng out will be com ng out probably before the

pilot study is done; however, the actual design for
the system which is not part of the work plan,
won't come out until after the pilot study is done
so we know exactly where to put the wells.

The work plan is going to say "Yeah,
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we're going to put in wells on a certain radius.
Here's the general configuration.”™ Then once we get
out there for the design, it's going to be "Okay.
We're going to put them 40 feet apart or 45 feet
apart." That's not really -- that design aspect is
not important to the work plan. So we'll be able to
get that work plan nmodification out to you guys to
review probably in the July time frame as well.

MS. FARGO: Tell me again what volume of free
product you anticipate removing, even a guess.

MR. MACH: A guesstimate is that there is
about 300,000 to 600,000 gallons down there. I f you
| ook at any of the petroleumindustry cal cul ati ons,
t hey generally say they can get up to about 50
percent of the petroleum out. That's how much is
recover abl e.

What we're actually looking at is that
wi t hin about a year with the steam injection, nost
of these volatile compounds -- the chlorinated
conpounds that we're really concerned about, the
risk drivers -- should be able to be volatilized off
within the first year and removed; and then the
recoverable portion of the petroleum which could be
50 percent, possibly a little more, possibly a

little |l ess, we should be able to get off in the

LEE & ASSOCI ATES




a A W N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

60

next couple of years.

MRS. KAUPP: | don't know much about this,
but what percentage of the VOCs will be captured,
and will there be a certain percentage that wll

just go into the air?

MR. MACH: We're using the same systemthat
was there for the soil vapor extraction before. That
system was 99 percent efficient, so possibly 1
percent will escape through there.

The fact that we're also doing free
product recovery at the same time will probably
i ncrease the percentage of VOCs that we capture as
opposed to emtting because we're not doing all the
phase changes. We're not taking them froma |iquid
to a gas and then condensing it back to a |iquid.
It's going to come off just as a liquid so it never
goes through that air stream So we were at 99
percent before. We'IIl probably still have about 1
percent of our air stream going up, but that wll be
| ess than 1 percent of the total volunme removed.

MRS. KAUPP: Do you know how t hat woul d be
measured |i ke pounds in the air VOCs?

MR. MACH: The last tinme we did this and we
did the calculations for how many em ssion reduction

credits we'd need to buy, we | ooked at possibly up
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to 9 tons per year. When we actually operated the
system we emtted |less than 1 ton per year. So we
had told you up front that the cal cul ati ons were
very conservative and we showed that they were. And
| can get the exact number of what we em tted over
the entire operation of the systemif you'd like to
see that.

MS. FI ELD: Is this |l ess or nore vol ume?

MR. MACH: This is nore volume being renoved,
but we've emtted | ess volume than we've
antici pated.

MS. FIELD: So you haven't made any
cal cul ati ons about the chem cals in the ones that
you removed?

MR. MACH: We are doing a revised health risk
assessnment as part of this project with the new
parameters. When we did the initial health risk
assessnent three years ago, we had shown that even
if we emtted the 9 tons, it would be less than 1 in
a mllion r risk. W only emtted less than 1 ton, so
essentially our risk is probably more like 1 in 10
mllion as opposed to 1 in a mllion.

Any time any of the constituents change
or the ratio of constituents change by nmore than 10

percent, we were required to revise the HRA, which
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we did. So because this process will be different,
we're doing a revision to the HRA as well, and we'l]l
use the data fromthe pilot test to come up with the
exact numbers.

MRS. KAUPP: And is this the only site where
VOCs are being emtted? Are there any other
exercises on the base that are emtting VOCs and is
there a cumul ative report?

MR. MACH: There are no other remedi ation
systems on North Island right now that are emtting
VOCs. And as for conpliance, there are paint spray
boot hs and other activities on the base that may
emt VOCs, and those are covered under the Assenbly
Bill 2588 and the air toxics requirements.

MRS. KAUPP: |s there any way to get a
cunmul ative report?

MR. MACH: They do a cumul ative report every
two or every four years. | think they do an air
toxics inventory report every two years, and then
the other two years fromthere they do the health
ri sk assessment based on the air toxics results from
two years ago. And they |look at the entire base,
and they also include our renmediation stuff in their
toxi cs report.

MR. COLLI NS: We've got to nmove on.
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MS. FIELD: Just one question. Are you going
to be doing -- when you do that revised HRA, are you
going to be com ng back here and reporting on that
before you start the vapor extraction?

MR. MACH: That will be part of the work
pl an.

MR. COLLINS: The next portion of the meeting
is going to cover a |l arge document that we're
wor ki ng on right now. It's the interim measures
assessnment/current conditions report, and what it
does is evaluate all of the areas on the island
where we have reason to believe that there may be
some hazardous waste that was dunped in the past.
It's all the colored areas, IR sites.

One of the reports that was discussed in
the Corrective Action Order that was issued was --
and it's also in the FFSRA, too -- is an interim
measures assessnent. Normal Iy you're used to
dealing with things |ike work plans for cleaning up
hazardous waste sites and reading final reports and
things |like that or health and safety plans. This is
anot her type of document.

And what this document does is help you
eval uate where wastes may have been di sposed, get a

feel for them and decide is there a reason right now
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to go out and do something in a hurry or plan on a
cleanup in a hurry rather than waiting years from
now to do somet hi ng?

And also it gives you the current
condition of each site. So you have sonething then
to work with when you're devel oping your plan for
the cl eanup of the island overall for any base
that's using this particular plan.

It starts with way back -- everything
starts, it seems like, with the permt. The
hazardous waste facility permt was issued to North
| sland originally Decenmber 1989 and was renewed in
April 1, 1998. That's when the new permt became
effective, and it itself is good for ten years.

The Installation Restoration Programis
somet hing that the Navy runs to clean up its
hazar dous waste nmesses. It's basically governed by
CERCLA and by SARA. It's also in many ways governed
by the Resource Conservation Recovery Act or RCRA.

In 1989 the state conducted --

MS. FI ELD: One quick question. The SARA is
a Superfund amendnent ?

MR. COLLINS: Superfund Amendments and
Reaut hori zation Act.

MS. FI ELD: Is this a Superfund site? |
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t hought we said it wasn't.

MR. COLLI NS: Congress decided that mlitary
installations would follow the same rules as the
Superfund sites.

MS. FI ELD: | see.

MR. COLLI NS: Before that, we could wing it.
We coul d have our own program that was somewhat
simlar, but we didn't have to conmply with the sane
| aw. Congress deci ded we shoul d.

When DTSC conducted the RCRA Facility
Assessment, what they found was 81 solid waste
management units. We call them SWMUs, and three
areas of concern. RCRA Corrective Action, remember
that's a termor a requirement that's in the permt
to clean up these sites. Actually, it's investigate
them and then clean them up. If they're not dirty,
you don't have to clean them up

We' ve spoken about the Corrective Action
Order. Once again, it incorporates the Corrective
Action requirements. And the Federal Facility Site
Remedi ati on Agreement, which you had earlier this
eveni ng, incorporated those requirements al so.

Anot her program that we have had in the
Navy for quite a while is the underground storage

tank program There are two phases here, one of
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which we will discuss at RAB meetings in the future
and one of which we won't.

The petrol eum product tanks |i ke your
gasoline station tanks and your fuel oil tanks that
m ght be outside of barracks or something |ike that,
product tanks are not covered by this portion of
RCRA, and they're not funded really by our ERN
budget .

These are some of the tanks that are
affected by that, and we have some ot her old
petrol eum tanks that were abandoned years ago that
have been taken out of the ground and we're cleaning
up the sites. And while ERN pays for that, the
Regi onal Water Quality Control Board manages or
provi des oversight for those particul ar tanks.

The group of tanks that will beconme part
of our program from here on out until it's over with
are the hazardous waste and hazardous constituent
t anks. In many cases the Regional Water Quality
Control Board has been providing oversight for those
and providing advice to DTSC. DTSC has the ultimate
authority for them but the Water Board has been
providing a | ot of help.

Now, over time we've added solid waste

management units, SWMUs, to the |list of what's out
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at North Island. At this time we're up to 140.

Now, we've devel oped a strategy for
trying to deci de what group to put these in so that
we coul d better understand them and tell the story
in the | MA/ CCR, another acronym you need to |earn
and remember .

There were objectives to the report:

Eval uate the current condition of each SWWJ and AOC,
and conduct an interim measures assessment for each
SWWMJ and AOC. Moving al ong.

Is there any way to go call up that flow
chart? You have a flow chart in your report, the
third page. It's actually easier to read on your
personal copy.

So what we've done is take a | ook at the
SWWMU and then decide is it already an IR site, and

if it is, it's moved over to the side, and we'l

investigate it in that program If it isn"t, if it
moves down and you can see -- well, is it an
under ground storage tank. If it is, it goes off to

Group B. The ones where it's no, you move down the
chart, and we say, "Well, is it a SWW or an AOC?

Is it part of the hazardous waste facility? What the
Navy in the past has sometimes called Green Acres

out in the mddle of the isl and. We've taken a tour
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out there at the Industrial Waste Treatnment Pl ant.
If it's part of that, it went off to Group C No?
It moved down.

Well, was it part of this waste
transport systenm? Well, there are the pipelines
t hat used to deliver the waste to the industrial
waste treatment plant and the oily waste treatment
pl ant and the punmping stations. If it fits that
category, it goes to that group. If not, well, does
it currently generate hazardous waste or does it
contain a hazardous waste? In this group we're
splitting hairs toward the end. If it is, it goes
of f to another group. If it's no, then we | ook at
currently and not currently.

And then we finally come down to our
| ast group here, previous waste generators. Now we
can go back to the regular part.

We had an environmental study slide
here, and everybody knows that Naval Air Station
North Island is in San Di ego County, portions of it
in the City of Coronado, some of it is in the City
of San Di ego, around the shoreline especially. And
our operations really we run an airport. We have
aircraft maintenance facilities, and we homeport two

aircraft carriers.
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Our environmental setting. You know we
have the surface water, but most of ours is either
the Pacific Ocean or San Di ego Bay, and we have two
little sloughs and five golf course ponds.

Our geology is rather sinmple -- man-nmade
fill areas and their main formation is the sandy
soil that are natural right here. And our
groundwat er hydrology is 0 to 25 feet to the
groundwat er, depending on how close to the beach you
are. And there's no beneficial use. I f the water
was clean and had no extra chemcals in it from us,
it would still taste pretty nasty. It would be
unusabl e.

We're going to go through these pretty
qui ck, but Group A included 11 of the IR sites,
actually -- Site 11 is included somewhere el se --
and one AOQOC.

Group B, once again, is the underground
storage tanks. Out at the fuel farm we have seven
SWWMUs out there that we're taking care of. Then we
have anot her group of 22 SWWJs. They've actually
been cl osed and we have no further action
concurrence fromeither the Water Board or the
County. So in their opinion there's nothing |eft

for us to do. We'Ill run these by DTSC to get their
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concurrence.

We have another group of 14 SWMUs. We've
recommended closure and no further action
concurrence, and we're in the process of waiting for
themto tell us yea or nay.

And then we have another group of nine
SWMUs with ongoing or reconmmended site assessnent.
And these are scattered all over the island.

MR. McCAULEY: Any idea on how many of those
SWUs with a no further action, how many of those
SWWMUs have chl orinated solvent contam nation?

MR. COLLI NS: No. There were about nine that
NADEP operated |i ke that, and then there's another
group -- those had hazardous waste. And then there
were a smaller group of six or seven nore that had
hazardous constituents |ike pure product TCE or
somet hi ng and they had | eaked out.

In Group C -- now we're out at the
| ndustrial Waste Treatment Plant -- and out here you
have basically IR Site 11 which consists of two
SWMUs, surface inpoundments with SWMUs 11 and 81.
And then you have the old Industrial Waste Treat ment
Pl ant, non-surface impoundnents. The OWP, the O ly
Wast e non-surface i npoundments. We have ancillary

pi pelines running fromhere to there with them A
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| ot of those were renmoved this sunmmer or this fall
and this spring.

We have the CST, which is the Collection
Storage Transfer Facility. That's in the same
compound, and then off site from here there's
anot her area where PCBs were stored, and that's also
been cl osed. Torn down.

Group D involved the pipelines and the
punp stations. Like I said, some of this waste had
to get to the treatment plant one way or another.
Some buil di ngs produced so much waste in the past
that it was just piped; others, it was trucked.

So this group is the section where we
had the pipelines, approximately 35 m | es of
pi peline. We don't have that on GIS yet, so | can't
really show you how baffling it is, but it's a mze
t hat goes everywhere, and that will be probably our
bi ggest mess to clean up on the island, area w se
anyway.

Now we have the current waste
generators. A lot of these particular SWWSs either
had the waste formerly piped -- nobody has their
wast e pi ped anynore. Pi pelines have been either
abandoned or reconverted and turned into non-

i ndustrial waste pipelines. So what we have here,
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t hough, is a group where it was formerly piped or
formerly trucked, and then we have a few current
source areas that are in there.

Everybody is still basically operating;
whet her or not they're generating waste is another
story or what kind of waste.

| suspect that many of these solid waste
management units won't shut down for more than 50
years, so how we attack these sites is another
story. These become nore difficult, since they're
actually factory buil dings.

These are the previous waste generators.
Some of these buildings actually used to generate
t he waste. They no | onger do. They no | onger
generate any waste at all, whether it was piped or

trucked, and then sonme ol der source areas.

That's it. This report will be com ng
out . Our intention is to have it out next week.
Certainly you will have it by June 3rd, | would say.
You'll have it in your hands. And it's only about

three inches thick, double sided. There are several
maps in there.

It is interesting because it tal ks about
all of the SWMUs -- all 140. If you want to know

somet hi ng about part of the base, you can find it on
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there and read the report, and it will tell you what
we know, basically what we found and what we plan to
do next. It's a handy report to plan with.

We will incorporate that as an
attachment to our Site Management Plan where we then
take risks and budget and work out a plan for
cleaning up the base. And this will be the bul k of
the data that's used to explain why we want to do it
this way, and that's it. And we're al nost out of
time.

We can nmove on to one m nute of the
Community Rel ations Plan. The Conmmunity Rel ations
pl an was finalized. | believe we put it in the mail
on May 3rd, at least that's when | signed the
| etter, and you should have either gotten a hard
copy of the report -- it's only about an inch thick
-- or you got a CD-ROM version. W mailed a copy to
every member of the RAB. | believe we sent out 30
copies of the CD and 15 copies of the hard report.

So has anybody | ooked at it? Was it
worthwhile to send or is it just sitting on a shelf?
Did you have difficulties reading it?

If you don't want to get reports like
this in the mail, either hard copy or CD, you need

to |l et us know. Ot herwi se, we're going to continue
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to generate them and share them with you. As RAB
menbers, you have the option of reading it. I think
really as RAB nenbers, you're supposed to have the
responsibility and obligation a read these reports,
but 1'"lIl leave that up to you. W don't have an

agreement with you where we can penalize you if you

don't.
That's it for the Community Rel ations.
And the next thing we need to talk about
MR. MACH: While we're on Community Rel ations
-- | just stole one mnute of tinme -- | don't know

if you guys have been in the |ibrary recently and
taken a | ook at the Information Repository and the
documents here.

We've done a |l ot of work over the | ast
two months. We've noved all the documents on to two
new shel ves which are underneath that sand scul pture
against the wall. All the binders are color coded
now, so all the blue binders are the general
documents. The Navy's IR manual; the Navy's OPNAV
5090. 1b, which is a docunment that we have to abide
by; CERCLA, RCRA, a whole bunch of EPA gui dance
documents that's all up in the left in blue.

Up on the right in red are all the
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docunments that Sandor had recommended that are out
for review. It's kind of a 90-day | ook ahead of al
t he docunments, kind of the hot topics. So that's
why they're in red. It's al so got the guidance
docunment, how to find documents within this and the
user's guide for the entire thing.

Then we've got in orange or yell ow,
we' ve got the documents that go to NAB; and then
we' ve got all the North Island documents in order by
site. And if you look like in the index, if you
went to Site 9, we did that Site 2 and 9 renoval
action. It will say such and such a docunent -- it
will say Site 2 and 9 work plan filed under Site 2,
so you know to go to Site 2 to find that document so
we don't have to have two copies of it.

So | think we took into account nost all
of your comments, and hopefully you guys will have a
chance to take a look at it and |et us know what you
t hi nk.

And with all the new documents com ng
out in CD-ROM John Locke is working hard on getting
a Navy conputer, an excessed conputer that we're
going to be putting in the library. W' ve got
Bechtel buying a separate desk, and we're going to

have a desk there with a computer with a CD- ROM
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drive so you can conme in here and just run the CDs
here. And the CDs, were getting a little holder to
put all the CDs into, and they're going to have
little small metallic strip so you don't wal k away
with them

MS. PARKER: Ri chard, can | just enphasize
that if people use the library, that they do sign in
because it will be very helpful to us to find out if
the library is set up in a nmeaningful way and if
there's any revisions you'd |like to see.

MR. MACH: Ri ght. The sign-in sheet is in

the user's guide so if you'd do that, that would be

great .

MR. COLLI NS: OCkay. One nore.

MRS. KAUPP: That's neat that you did that,
col or coded. I's there any possibility of having a

| arge map that shows each of sites mounted on the
wal | ?

MR. MACH: | think it would be very difficult
to get the library to agree to that. The library
director is a little upset with us that we --
there's not enough roomin the library, for one
t hing, and that sand scul pture was donated by
someone and he doesn't want to put another conputer

underneath it. They went a little ballistic when we
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told them we'll nove the current conputer and you'l
have to find someplace else for it, and we'll put
our conputer here. So | don't think they're going
to allow a map.

However, the | MA/CCR report that Bill
just talked about has a whole bunch of D size
drawings in it, which will show all the sites in
color. So if you remember | MA/CCR, that is your
one-stop shopping. You'll see the current condition
of all of the sites, and the maps in there are very
good.

MS. FARGO: I think a map would be hel pful.
Maybe we can get a smaller map, but | think that
woul d be worth pursuing.

MR. COLLINS: Their sand scul pture is
i mport ant.

MS. FARGO: | understand.

MR. COLLI NS: Movi ng al ong, we need to --
we' re about out of time, but are there any other
public comments, questions or answers? And we need
to come up with the topics for the next meeting
al so; and then we want to tal k about possibly nmoving
t he Novenber RAB nmeeting, and we have about two
m nutes for each.

MS. FARGO: I want to thank Debbie for doing
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an update of the list, and | want everybody t hat

communi cates with me to know that | have a new
e-mai | address of nmy own. It'"s my initials and ny
name, cjfargo -- so please, Bill, communicate with
me that way -- aol.com

MR. COLLINS: Any topics? What would you
li ke to hear about next month? Now, realizing --
that's June. Do we need an update on Site 9 again?

MR. MACH: "1l give a quick five-m nute
update on Site 9.

MS. FARGO: What other sites are active and
we haven't heard about?

MR. COLLINS: W'IIl be able to -- if you're
reading the I MA/CCR, we m ght be able to talk about
it alittle bit and see what you think about it.

MR. BONSAVAGE: | want to do a San Di ego Bay
muni ti ons update.

MR. COLLI NS: OCkay. San Di ego Bay nunitions.

MR. MACH: And Site 10 Draft RI Report does
come out about that time, too.

MR. BONSAVAGE: Hopeful | y. | don't know.

MR. COLLINS: We'll wait on that.

MR. McCAULEY: \What about the Amphi b base?

MR. BONSAVAGE: And we've got the ESI. It's

com ng out.
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MR. COLLINS: That's the extended site
i nspection. That's a start.

One thing that's come up is in Novenber
our reporter, Nancy, is going to be on vacation, and
we have the option of having an alternate come in
and work with us or possibly moving the meeting to
the first week of December. The 1st and 2nd are both
avai | abl e.

MS. WANKI ER: But the librarian in there
ri ght now wasn't 100 percent positive if it's still
-- she's not in charge of that. But she | ooked on
t he cal endar and nothing's posted, so nore than
likely it is available, both for the 1st and 2nd of
Decenber .

MS. FARGO: That woul d be about six weeks
from Oct ober 21st to December 1st or 2nd.

MR. COLLI NS: Correct.

MR. MACH: We normally skip December anyway,
so that's going to shorten the duration between the
January meeting.

MR. COLLINS: W don't really | ose anything.
| s that agreeabl e?

MS. FARGO: What's the first choice, what
date, and what's the second choice?

MR. COLLI NS: | prefer Wednesday, the 1st.
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MR. MACH: Let's set it for Wednesday, and if
for any reason there's a conflict, then we'll go for
the 2nd, and we'll let you know for sure.

MR. COLLI NS: OCkay.

MS. FARGO: One other thing, John, thank you
for doing such a great job getting the announcement
in "The Eagle.” | saw it a week ago yesterday, a
nice blurb, and | did see it on the cal endar
yesterday, so thank you.

| wanted to comment on the m nutes.
Unfortunately, | did spend a considerabl e amount of
time going through those. | apol ogize that | just
don't have them with me.

MR. COLLI NS: Okay. Next month we wil |l
approve April's m nutes.

MS. FARGO: Can we put them off that |ong?
W Il anyone object to that?

MR. MACH: And also, if you can get me your
comments before then, we can go ahead and revise
t hem and send out the revised m nutes again for
everyone to see what coments you've made.

MS. FARGO: Okay.

MR. LOCKE: The other approval was just for
March 31st?

MR. MACH: Right.
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MR. COLLI NS: I don't think anybody's heart
will stop about a couple nmore nonths. We can handl e
it.

MS. FARGO: Thank you. | appreciate that.

MR. COLLI NS: Thank you. (Whereupon, at 8:25

p.m, the meeting was adjourned.)
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STATE OF CALI FORNI A, )
SS.

COUNTY OF SAN DI EGO. )

I, Nancy A. Lee, CSR No. 3870, hereby certify
that | reported in shorthand the above proceedings,
on Thursday, May 20, 1999, at 640 Orange Avenue,

W nn Room in the City of Coronado, County of San

Di ego, State of California; and I do further certify
t hat the above and foregoing pages, nunbered from 1l
to 82, inclusive, contain a true and correct
transcript of all of said proceedings.

DATED: , 1999.

Nancy A. Lee

LEE & ASSOCI ATES




